SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES: On Anti-Tech 
Revolution, sustainability, undesirable people and 
more.' 


A) EXCHANGE BETWEEN T. N. AND ULTIMO REDUCTO (U.R.):” 
T. N.: [have known about you from: 


1. Seeing your name mentioned in the acknowledgements of Kaczynski's last book 
(Anti Tech Revolution: Why and How.) 

2. Reading your entire writings on Individuals Tending toward the Savage (ITS) and 
their communiqués. 

3. Iheard Kaczynski had Spanish associates. 


U.R.: I only have written one text about ITS: “Algunos comentarios en referencia a los 
comunicados de Individualidades Tendiendo a lo Salvaje.” 
(http://ultimoreductosalvaje.blogspot.com.es/search?q=its.) Have you read it in Spanish 
or have you read some English translation? If you have read a translation, I can't assure 
you it was accurate. Take it into account. 


Where do you have “heard” about “Kaczynski's Spanish associates”? It sounds like the 
way some American guy calls us. This guy, who named himself a “Wildist,” is not 
reliable at all. Indeed, he has serious psychological and intellectual flaws and has done 
more harm than good for the expansion of our (Kaczynski's, mine and other Spaniards’) 
ideas. If you have “heard” about us from him, you shouldn't take anything that he says 
as actually accurate or true. Take this into account too. 


T.N.: I read/heard of “Kaczynski's Spanish Associates” roughly 4 times. 


— The “Wildist” guy. I know he's not reliable now. 

—ITS when they mentioned you as “Kaczynski's disciple.” 

— A glimpse from Kaczynski's “The Coming Revolution.” Kaczynski says that he wrote 
that text at the suggestion of “a young Spanish man” and he “wrote it in Spanish. “ It's in 
the “Note” section (https://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/ted-kaczynski-the-coming- 
revolution#toc5 .) From that I assumed that a man who happens to be Spanish, like you, 
contacted him. 

— The acknowledgement section of Kaczynski's book. 


After seeing your name 4 times (roughly,) I decided to contact you thinking you might be 
an authority figure in Kaczynski's ideas. 


May I ask for your thoughts or a review on Kaczynski's book Anti-Tech Revolution: 
Why and How? 
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U.R.: Though he publicly regarded me as one of the sources for the authentication of 
his writings," I am not, neither I pretend to be, an authority in anything or anybody. I 
simply have been corresponding with Kaczynski for years. 


By the way, I am not the “Spanish young man” for whom Kaczynski wrote “The 
Coming Revolution.” 


I still have not stopped to think calmly, in detail and orderly about his last book, but 
generally speaking I don't like it very much. Don't misunderstand me, I agree with most 
of what he tries to express in that book, and I share the main values, ideas and 
goals with Kaczynski, but there is something that makes me not to like this book in 
particular. 


I don't know, maybe it is the fact that it pretends to be a practical tool but is actually or 
mainly not a book written from the direct knowledge or experience on practices, but 
mainly it is based on studying theory about practices, which is not the same. Kaczynski 
has read a lot about “political” practice, maybe he has observed a lot the practices of 
some “political” groups from outside, but, as long as I know, he virtually has not been 
an active member in a “political” movement (until now, at least.) He doesn't know very 
much the details of the inner functioning of the movements; he has not worked very 
much with other members in groups; etc. Almost all his knowledge and information 
about this issue comes from indirect sources (readings of the writings by revolutionaries 
and activists, or of sociological studies, polls, surveys, statistics, etc.) I was an 
active member in some “political” groups in my youth, and I know directly how does 
those who belong to such movements act, behave, think, etc. And when there is a 
discrepancy between both, practical experience and theory about practice, I trust more 
my own experience than the readings about “political” practice and organization. 


Maybe it is, also, the fact that the book is full of rules and statements that, on one 
hand, pretend to be clear-cut, categorical, defined, of general application, etc., but, on 
the other, too frequently end up being too vague, laden with exceptions and nuances, 
and at best, relying in “common sense.” In this book, Kaczynski has tried (erroneously, 
in my opinion) to put apart intuition and to develop ideas only or mainly logically, 
empirically and methodically, but eventually, too frequently he ends up relying in 
“common sense” (which is the same than,or very similar to, intuition) for 
differentiating among distinct cases and to know when and how to apply them. We, 
Spaniards, usually say: “Para este viaje no hacían falta tantas alforjas” (“For this travel 
we didn't need so many saddlebags”; that is, one doesn't need to try to be or seem so 
methodical and logical if eventually is intuition which determines what has to be done 
or chosen.) And of course, besides, this vagueness has other negative outcomes: attracts 
irrational or weak people; makes easy to pervert or twist ideas, goals and values; etc. 


Maybe it is that sometimes it gets tedious and one gets the impression that many parts 
are superfluous (for example, all that speculation about the philosopher-king’.) 


And also I actually disagree with or question some more particular things: 


e After years of trials and errors, I am now very skeptic about the possibility of finding 
enough people of enough quality to make an efficient “‘anti-tech” (I don't like this 
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expression to name it, but, given that Kaczynski names it this way in his book, I will 
use here this term) movement that has a chance of success in eliminating techno- 
industrial system. It is necessary and it is technically or theoretically possible to 
create this movement, but is it actually possible in practice? If there are not enough 
able and committed people, everything else is impossible. We should try to find them, 
but... we will see... or perhaps we won't. 


At some point at almost the end of the book, Kaczynski writes about the European 
military superiority over other non-European societies, and he says that it is caused by 
some mysterious factors that have been selected in European societies through their 
history. Well, I disagree with him. Not only on this particular explanation (European 
superiority was caused mainly by European superior military and overall technology 
combined with our bigger resistance to some infectious diseases -to which we 
besides acted as vectors of transmission-,) but also on the way of thinking that it 
represents:, idealism, i.e. anti-materialism; even irrationalism (something like magical 
thought: “there are some ethereal factors that nobody knows which are, and even 
nobody can know which are” is what he is actually saying. It sounds like “magical 
forces,” “mysterious energies” or some shit like that.) This is completely discordant 
with the rational, scientific and materialist way of thinking that Kaczynski generally 
shows. 


I am also skeptic about the real utility of studying historical instances of movements 
and revolutions. I am not saying that it is completely useless, but maybe it is not 
always as useful as Kaczynski thinks. What we want to do is completely different 
to past revolutions. Our goal and our values are (and must be) different from those of 
past revolutionaries. Maybe we can learn some useful things studying the methods, 
organization and strategies of Bolchevism, French revolutionaries, Alinsky, etc., but I 
don't know how much useful they will be (and for what,) and so I doubt if it is worth 
studying them. If one wants to learn to eat steaks, one shouldn't observe those who eat 
soup, because he needs to learn to use a fork a knife and not a spoon. 


e Too many quotations and references in the book are useless and superfluous. It seems 
that to be an intellectually respectable author one has to quote or refer frequently to 
other infamous authors or people. But this is a snob vice. 


Among other things that probably I do not remember or realize now. 


Well, or maybe it's just me. Maybe I can't get andunderstand properly the 
supposed value of this book because my own limitations and flaws. I am not an idiot, 
but maybe I am not intelligent enough (or not in the way needed) to understand this 
book completely. I don't think so, but maybe... Or perhaps it is simply that I always 
have hated historical, sociological and the like readings... Or that I despise thoroughly 
many of the authors that Kaczynski likes so much to quote and their ways of expressing 
their ideas (they are usually so vague, ambiguous, and falsely radical, clear-cut and 
strong.) 


T.N.: Do you have any associations with any anti-tech groups? 
U.R.: No, I have not. 


B) EXCHANGE BETWEEN C. AND U.R.:” 


C.: What do you think about, for example, using some natural resources, but in a 
sustainable way, without overexploitation? Is it wrong? My opinion is that in order to 
put an end to this system it is necessary to change the economic order and to change 
also what is taught in the schools, thus we will learn that we mustn’t be exploited and 
that we mustn’t exploit nature. 


U.R.: To use “resources” in a “sustainable” way is something that will never happen. At 
least, not in the manner that those who suggest and defend “sustainability” believe it 
would be (an environmentalist utopia, a new brave world full of egalitarian and caring 
hippies practicing organic agriculture and living peacefully and in harmony surrounded 
by wilderness, crop fields and high-but-clean technology, without any conflict or 
incompatibility.) What determine the relationship between societies and Nature are 
material factors (from climate to human nature —i.e., human genetics and biology-; to 
geography; to availability of food and other necessary materials or energy sources; to 
the level of technological development; to demography; etc.,) not ideological factors 
(good or bad values, ideas, wills, etc..) However much people in that society want this 
society to be “sustainable,” if the proper material conditions don’t exist, society won’t 
be “sustainable.” And vice versa, material conditions often limit the amount of damage 
that a society can cause to Nature. For example, maybe some primitive societies were 
“sustainable” (i.e., stable,) but if this actually happened, it had much more to do with 
the limits that were imposed by the environment and with their low level of 
technological development than with their wish to be “sustainable” (if they even wished 
it, that very often they didn’t.) Usually, they didn’t grow and they didn’t cause a bigger 
damage because they simply couldn’t. And whenever they could, they did. And 
regarding more developed societies, like technoindustrial society, material conditions 
not only make easier to cause more harm to nature, but they even require it (it is 
impossible to maintain such monster without causing a huge ecological destruction; 
“sustainable” utopias with an idyllic balance between high technology and Nature are 
pipe dreams.) It doesn’t matter which are the prevailing values and ideas in that society. 
If it has a big size (big population, big production and big extension) and it is based on 
high technology, its values don’t matter at all, whether these are environmentalist ones 
or not. To promote a change in education and to praise “sustainability” is pure idealism 
and naïveté. 


Let’s apart asking what the hell does “sustainable” mean in “green” rhetoric. One thing 
can be bad and can be sustainable simultaneously. For example, let’s assume that a 
society constituted by billions of people could be maintained in a “sustainable” 
condition (without growing any more and without consuming more and more 
resources,) even so that would always imply, among many other bad things, that the 
resources used by this society would be greatly stolen from other species. It is not the 
same a crop field, even it is “sustainable,” than then native forest that once was cut 
down to set up this field. 


And the same applies for changing economic order. The fundamental problem, the 
cause of all other problems, is the material base of society (that is, those physical factors 
that condition its relationship with Nature,) not the way of organizing itself neither its 
ideology (these are only consequences of the problem.) And this problem will only be 
solved acting mainly on society’s material base, neither on social order nor on ideology. 
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Change the material base of society and you will change its social order and its 
ideology. Change only ideology or social-economic order, and eventually you won’t 
change anything at all. ¿What has happened with the many communist revolutions that 
occurred during the 20" century? This exactly, they didn’t pursue a change in the 
material base, but only in the social-economic order and the ideology. 


Let’s put aside also whom does intend to favour the change in social economic order. It 
intends to favour only some groups of human beings. Never Nature. It doesn’t matter if 
those who destroy Nature are rich imperialistic capitalists or poor Third World peasants; 
poor peasants and workers that, after an anti-capitalist revolution, became egalitarian 
communists or modern and progressive environmentalists that believe in and praise 
“sustainability” and other those “red” and “green” litanies, while they live or want to 
live in a modern society with advanced technology. Really the important thing for 
Nature is not how people does share wealth or what people does think, but where 
unavoidably does come this wealth from: From the destruction of Nature. 


C.: Then, what about autonomous communities that have been defending their lands for 
centuries —like the Mapuche people in Chile or the Yaqui people in Sonora-? They are 
the only ones that have opposed resistance to the capitalistic advance because they 
regard their territories and their fruits as sacred. 


U.R.: I think that this is already implicitly answered in my previous answer. Anyway, 
since you ask, my answer is: 


That is exactly what I would ask, what about them? How have they ended up living? 
Are they materially independent from the technoindustrial system? Aren’t they 
materially integrated in it? Do they want to keep on living a primitive way like their 
former ancestors or, rather, they just want to be granted some political rights and 
liberties, but also they want to live a modern way of life like the rest of modern citizens, 
conserving, of course, some aspects of their non-material culture (beliefs, folklore and 
the like) all of them innocuous for the maintenance and development of the modern 
technoindustrial system? Why don’t you take as reference the scarce, non-contacted, 
primitive human groups (or those that have rejected willfully any contact with 
civilization) who carry on living a primitive way of life totally isolated from modern 
society? 


You keep on focusing on ideology (beliefs, ideas, values; like the fact that the Mapuche 
or the Yaqui regard land as sacred, in theory) and attaching it a major importance and, 
with it, underestimating basic material factors (how a given society does interact with 
its natural environment in order to maintain itself.) Do you know what? I prefer a small 
human group with a small sized and a low technological level, whatever its ideas and 
beliefs (even if those ideas and beliefs are totally foolish and, for example, even if its 
members defend that human beings are the lords of Nature, that it exists to serve them 
and that it is not bad to destroy Nature) than a society with a big size and an advanced 
technology, even its values and ideas are very laudable (for example, even if its 
members defend an ecocentric stance that states that nature is the most important thing — 
i.e., that it is sacred- and that it is evil to destroy it.) First society, the one with small 
size and low technology, can’t do much harm to Nature, even though it wants to. 
Second one, though its members say that they don’t want to cause that harm, can’t avoid 
doing it and will do it in order to be able to maintain itself, and actually all its beautiful 
ideology about respecting Nature won’t be nothing but a hypocritical farce dwindled to 
rituals and useless verbiage. 


C.: Regarding the writing Leftism? I feel that you are judging leftism too hard, because 
there are many people that belong to that tendency who demand respect towards nature 
and animal world. I don’t regard myself anarchist, leftist or any other of that bunch of 
strange concepts. Simply, my human being nature makes me to tend to use this logic. 


U.R.: What the text Leftism says in short is that leftism helps to maintain 
technoindustrial system. It doesn’t matter whether some leftists demand respect towards 
Nature or not, because, fundamentally, what leftism puts over everything else is social 
justice, that is, equality, solidarity, and supporting anyone who seems a victim or an 
oppressed. And this greatly benefits technoindustrial society; it doesn’t threat this 
society at all. If you, after reading the writing Leftism, don’t see how or why this 
happens, it is not worth to keep on trying to explain it to you. 


I think that your “logic” has much more to do with ideological pollution (leftist 
pollution, to make matters worse; it seems it comes especially from anti-capitalist 
leftism and eco-socialism; and, remember, that the mere fact of one saying not to be 
some thing or not acknowledging that he is this thing, does not mean that he actually 
isn’t this thing; many leftists say not to be leftists) and with the influence of your 
environment (living in Mexico, an underdeveloped country with huge social 
inequalities) than with the real “nature of the human being.” 


C.: ¿What do you think about the Unabomber series? 


U.R.: I don’t know what you are talking about. ¿Is there a series? ¿On TV? ¿Is it a TV 
series or a documentary? Any way, I am not much interested in this kind of stuff. 


C.: What do you think about Individuals Tending towards Savagery (Individualidades 
Tendiendo a lo Salvaje)? 


U.R.: They are brainless people who use an ill-understood and even worse expressed 
anti-technological rhetoric to hide their psychological need for letting out their hostility 
and unleashing their violent characters. It is nothing new. Indeed, they are very lucky of 
being from Mexico, because in any developed country with an efficient police who had 
a modicum of seriousness and who were less corrupt and less busy with other more 
urgent issues (like drug-trafficking, for example,) they would be already dead or 
imprisoned long time ago. 


C) U.R. RESPONSE TOP. E.:’ 


You say, “I read your ideas about leftism and I had never seen things that way: to say 
that this kind of movements actually help to maintain and to perpetuate the system is not 
something that I had thought about before, but I think that it is not that far from the truth 
... I think that I have been confused.” I infer from this that, like many other people who 
are discontent with current society, you felt attracted to leftism at some point and, after 
a while, you have ended up disappointed with it. It is something usual, it tends to 
happen to almost everyone who questions current society and it is part of the leftism 
trap which I discussed in my writing Leftism. One learns from his mistakes. What is 
important is, in the event that one hasn’t been able to prevent to commit errors, to 
acknowledge them and to go on without repeating them. 
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You say: “If leftism isn’t the right path, then, which is it? ... On the other hand, I totally 
agree with the idea that many of the movements, like feminism or the animal rights 
activists, aren’t the true solution to our problems. I would like to know which is, if it 
exists, the movement that best adjusts to what you consider that should be the right way 
to develop society.” Well, I am going to say three things regarding this: 


— As long as I know, there isn’t (still) a movement that follows the “right path.” In 
fact, after many years involved in this, having contacted and worked with quite a lot 
of people, and in light of things, I’m very skeptic about the possibility that enough 
people, able (intelligent, prepared, with the right values and ideas, and with enough 
time and resources for being available) and serious enough (committed and willing) 
will ever get together to start an actually effective movement against 
technoindustrial society and to do what has to be done. It is the only option that 
exists to perhaps destroy technoindustrial system, but I think it is very unlikely that 
it happens. To date, I have not met anyone (me included) who fulfils all the 
requirements mentioned above in a right way. Many are idiots, many others are 
uncommitted and even unreliable people, and those who aren’t fool or uncommitted 
(very few, as long as I know,) have not time, circumstances or resources to be able 
to devote themselves enough to the cause. Though, maybe some day somewhere a 
group of people appears that adequately fulfils all that requirements... Who knows. 


— Which is the path? Obviously it is not searching for or promoting any “right way to 
develop society.” Because, if there is something certain in history is that it is not 
possible to control the future development of societies (and the bigger and the more 
complex the societies, the less the control.) Every utopian movement (reformist or 
revolutionary; it doesn’t matter) that suggests projects of future societies is 
misguided and, in the long term, it fails inevitably; if it doesn’t worsen things even 
more. It is necessary to forget about dreaming of future “improved” societies. What 
is necessary to pursue is the complete, physical destruction of technoindustrial 
society, and nothing more (after this, what happens is in the lap of the gods; and 
very likely it won’t be something utopian, completely happy and always great, but 
probably it often will be quite hard and bloody awkward.) 


—There is some segment of environmentalism (the so called conservationism or 
preservationism) with which I share the basic value, but neither the goals nor the 
strategy (legal protection of Nature.) This movement has been developing 
especially, but not only, in English speaking countries; mainly in the USA. I think 
that it can be learned a lot from the study of the history and literature of this 
movement, but it is not the movement needed (most of its members don’t even 
question technoindustrial society or modern technology; some of those members 
who question them suggest utopian and unrealistic solutions; some are leftists and 
hippies —though others are quite the opposite-, etc..) Currently, it is the only 
“political” movement I regard interesting and respectable, though, as I have said, it 
is not the movement needed today. 


You say, “In some of the writings by Kaczynski that I have read, he exalts many of the 
negative aspects of technological development and, in my opinion, only some of its 
virtues, if it has them.” Well, first of all I want to make clear that what I say here is only 
my own point of view, which is not necessarily, the same than Kaczynski’s. I agree 
greatly with his ideas (especially with the basic ones,) but there are also quite a lot of 
points about which I disagree with him, although to the date I have not said publicly 
anything about them on the blog. Once this is made clear, I have to say that, in my 


opinion, Kaczynski, at least sometimes, considers that modern technology has more 
virtues than it actually has (though he always ends regarding that the bad parts of 
modern technology outweigh such virtues.) I am not so “moderate.” This difference has 
to do with the different philosophical attitudes of both of us. He never has thought that 
to reflect about abstract and metaphysical things, like for example “what do good and 
evil consist of?,” can be something useful and practical, but rather a waste of time (and 
to some extent, he is quite right; to some extent...) Thus, at least sometimes, he simply 
assume the conventional point of view about the virtue or the evilness of some things 
and he argues on the basis of it. I don’t. I don’t think that what most people (maybe 
even you) regard as “good” is actually good, and I don’t think either that much of what 
most people in this society tend to regard as “evil” is actually evil always (Kaczynski 
doesn’t think so either, but sometimes he doesn’t stop to think enough about it.) 
Anyway, in practice, the result, according to both, Kaczynski and me, is the same: 
modern technology, taken as a whole, is much more evil than good. 


You say, “Part of that confusion appears when is discussed whether any benefit comes 
from technological development. ... I think that it is somewhat paradoxical to think that 
technology is totally harmful for society when without its development I couldn’t be 
communicating with you through this means [the e-mail]. Furthermore, I don’t think 
that without current technology I had ever known about you.” Here there are some 
things to comment: 


—First, you are implying that, to you (at least at the moment you write this,) the 
fundamental value is “society.” But, what the hell do you mean when you say 
“society”? Current society, that is, technoindustrial society? ¿The social issues (“the 
social”), that is, those relationships and structures that generally are part of human 
groups? Because both things aren’t the same. If you mean the former, you are utterly 
confused. Modern technology is not bad for technoindustrial society. On the 
contrary, it is the foundation on which this society stands; it is what allows it to 
maintain its structure and its internal relationships. And if you mean the latter, I 
simply have to say this to you: not everything that is social is equally valuable and 
desirable. Often, “the social” happens to be inevitably harmful for the autonomy of 
individuals and small groups; many times, “the social” imposes on individuals 
patterns of behaviour and rules which restrict the free expression of their own nature 
(i.e., human nature.) So perhaps it wouldn’t be always so bad if modern technology 
were harmful for “the social.” Though, in fact, I rather think that it is often the 
opposite, modern technology favours “the social” (especially “the social’ that 
belongs to big and complex societies like the current one, which even harms the 
social that refers to relationships among individuals and in small groups, that is, the 
social part of human nature.) To take “the social” uncritically as a value is typical of 
leftism (it is the foundation of socialism and collectivism) and it seems to me that it 
is a residue of it that remains in you. 


— Second, it is not paradoxical at all. If there were no technoindustrial society, there 
would not be many of the problems which Kaczynski and I refer to (or at least they 
would be much less serious) and, thus, we wouldn’t have wrote anything about them 
and, hence, you wouldn’t have read it or wouldn’t have contacted me, but you 
wouldn’t need to. Why do you think that to hear about me or to contact me is 
something good in itself? And, even less when it happens because of such 
disgusting issues. And, even if it were good in itself, would this actually compensate 
or counteract all the harm implied by technoindustrial society and modern 
technology? If you think that it would, your values (those things you consider that 


are the most valuable) are very different from mine. If, simply, you have doubts 
about the answer, you don’t have a clear idea about which are your values, and this 
is the first problem you should solve. 


Fundamentally, it is a matter of values and of hierarchy among them. What is the 
thing that you most value? How does technoindustrial society and its modern 
technology affect it? Does this society and its technology respects and maintains it 
or does it worsen and reduces it? Most people don’t stop and think these questions 
very much (especially about the former one), and this generates confusion. 


— Third, there is a psychological leash of which we must get rid: the moral crap about 
“practical consistence,” that is, to feel bad because we can’t or mustn’t always act 
completely according to our ideas and values. In the case under discussion, to feel 
bad (or “confused’’) because, in principle, it is contradictory to use the Internet when 
one is against technoindustrial society and modern society. But, what should we do 
then? Be quiet? Renounce to disseminate the ideas against modern technology? 
Who would actually be favoured/harmed by this? But even worse than to feel 
confused or guilty for using the Internet, is to give up and to end up regarding it as 
something good because we can’t avoid or find practical to use it (as you seem to 
do.) No, it is bad, though it is necessary or practical in this circumstances. To use 
something or not, not necessarily implies to consider good or bad, respectively, what 
is used. And vice versa. 


Finally, through all this letter I have referred to “my values,” without saying which are 
they. I think that the basic value is the autonomy of what is not artificial, that is, wild 
Nature. Human nature (human tendencies, abilities and necessities which are 
determined by biology) is part of wild Nature. Technoindustrial society undermines 
inevitably the autonomy of the wild, then, it is bad and it should disappear. I say 
“inevitably” because I don’t believe that there is any “intermediate points,” “points of 
balance” or “compromise solutions” between the preservation of the wild and the 
maintenance and/or development of technoindustrial society. If one goes on and/or 
grows, the other must disappear. To explain why this is this way to somebody who 
doesn’t see it by himself is a task that goes beyond the limits of this letter. Maybe it is 
even impossible. Values are not something that can be reasoned or demonstrated 
empirically. Either you have them or you haven’t. 


D) INTERCAMBIO ENTRE P. Y U.R.:"° 


P.: From my research I have found out that you and others from Spain work for Ted 
Kaczynski as his close associates, assisting him and contributing with translations so his 
ideas can be spread more globally. 


U.R.: I don’t work for Kaczynski; neither I assist him (whatever you mean with this 
expression.) I only have been corresponding with him for many years and have 
translated to Spanish some of his writings and published them. Some of them are on my 
blog (http://ultimoreductosalvaje.blogspot.com.es) and on the website Naturaleza 
Indómita (http://www.naturalezaindomita.com.) 





Which are the sources of your research? From the use of the term “associates,” I guess 
that at least one of your sources could be an American young man who called himself a 


10 Adaptation of the exchange between P. and U.R. happened at some times between January 17th, 2018 
and March 31st, 2018. Original letters were written in English. 


“Wildist.” If I’m right, I must advise you not to take seriously any information from him 
about me, Ted Kaczynski or Kaczynski’s Spanish supposed “associates.” This man has 
serious psychological flaws that too often make him express and think like an egotistic 
idiot and he is not completely in touch with reality. 


P.: What issues are there with that guy? Is he something like an opportunist, like most 
journalists who write to Kaczynski for gaining success and money? I guess that’s what 
you mean when you say "egoist". 


U.R.: I haven’t said “egoist” but “egotist,” which is not exactly the same (see a 
dictionary.) That guy has serious psychological problems: a lack of emotional control 
that affects negatively to the functioning of his intelligence and make him to rash and 
act recklessly; some probable discomfort and non-resolved sense of guilt for having 
abandoned his former Christian fundamentalist beliefs and milieu; a huge necessity for 
recognition (hence his egotism) and even power (he even seems sometimes to 
suffer Messiah Complex,) etc. And, no, he is not a reliable source of information about 
anything, especially about Kaczynski, Kaczynski's supposed Spanish “associates” or 
me. 


P.: Who are you and Kaczynski addressing in order to recruit people? And, where and 
whom do you really seek to recruit people from? ... Where can you get a following 
from? 


U.R.: First of all, here I’m speaking only for myself; I am not answering in behalf of 
Ted Kaczynski or anyone else but me. I share many of Kaczynski’s basic ideas and 
values, and his goal, but I also have some disagreements about some of the ways in 
which he expresses some of his ideas, and even also about some of his ideas, tactics and 
strategies. In the last years I have not expressed my differences with him in public and 
just have translated and made public some of his texts, because I thought that the latter 
was more important, at least for that moment, for the cause of destroying 
technoindustrial system. If you want to know Kaczynski’s opinions about your 
questions, write directly to him. 


Well, I don’t address anybody in particular and I don’t try to recruit anyone. I have tried 
in the past, until quite recently, but ended quite disappointed with most of the people I 
tried to organize with; most of the people that I have contacted through the years in 
regard to this issue are either idiots or unreliable/uncommitted individuals. The 
exceptions are very few. 


I don’t know exactly from where can one interested in creating a movement against 
technoindustrial society get a following. There isn’t currently any particular set of 
people that seems optimal for this. Maybe some conservationists could be the best 
candidates because they put the highest value on wild Nature (which I think should be 
the main value for a serious, effective and non-leftist movement against modern 
technology,) many of them are non-leftists or even anti-leftists, and many of them have 
at least an intuition or feeling about the evil character of modern technology and 
civilization (though most of them don’t develop it rationally and theoretically.) But 
actually, conservationist movement, taken collectively, as a movement, is not against 
civilization or modern technology and even usually defend some kind of an implausible 
“balance” between technological development and wild Nature. So, their goal isn’t the 
destruction of technoindustrial society either, but only the legal preservation of the 
remaining wilderness (which will not be enough even to preserve wilderness in the long 
term.) 


P.: Conservationists? People who commit to protecting and cleaning up wild nature, to 
set up reserves and all such things, yes? Even if they place a lot of value on wild nature 
I don’t really see much radicalization among these people. As you said they mostly 
commit in legal ways to protect wild nature and aren’t one big group with an ideology. 
They are mostly average people that wouldn’t want to hurt people (socialization) 
because it is not moral. The only really good people to recruit was the old Earth 
Liberation Front (ELF) but, like Kaczynski has said, they have being taken over by the 
leftists. Would you think a revival of old style ELF would be a good group as effective 
revolutionaries? Their organization structure is based on informal organization 
constituted of “cells,” like the Eco-extremists do, but this can be changed. 


U.R.: Well, as I have said, most conservationists (or the conservation movement taken 
as a whole) aren't potential members for a movement against tecnoindustrial system, but 
some of them could be. You should study the case of the former Earth First!, before 
Judi Bari and other leftists invaded it. Most of them had good values and intuitions and, 
to some extent, even a strong desire to destroy modern technology and civilization. If 
they didn't have made some serious ideological and political errors that let (or even 
invited) leftists appropriate the movement, and if at least some of them had developed 
seriously their anti-civilization and anti-industrial ideas, there could have emerged a 
complete different movement, maybe a worth one. Not all conservationists are 
necessarily conventional people with conventional values. Would, then, it be worth to 
approximate to the conservation movement totry to recruit people among 
conservationists? I think it is not. If there are potential good recruits among 
conservationists they will find the way to get in contact with a movement against 
technoindustrial society, if such movement exists, and spreads its ideas 
correctly, publicly and in a enough extent. 


Some possible sources for your research: 


e Martha F. Lee Earth First! Environmental Apocalypse. Syracuse University Press. 
1995. There is a good review of this book by George Sessions in The 
Trumpeter (1996, vol. 13, no. 4.) 


e Susan Zakin Coyotes and Town dogs: Earth First! and the environmental 
movement. The University of Arizona Press. 1993. 


e One of my former partners wrote an article titled “De cómo la Tierra dejó de ser lo 
primero,” about the origins and transformation of the former EF! into a leftist group. It 
is in Spanish, but it gives a somewhat different version of the process (more accurate in 
my opinion than those of Lee, Zakin or Kaczynski,) according to which, the seeds of 
leftism were always present in EF! since the beginning (Mike Roselle was a leftist and 
one of the four or five founders of EF!; they promoted pluralism, decentralization and 
autonomy of the different “cells” favouring this way the invasion of leftists; they called 
themselves “anarchists”; etc..) Leftists invaded EF!, but the naive/fool “buckaroos” 
opened the doors and invited them and didn’t realized of the consequences until it was 
too late (some of them probably haven’t realized completely of the problem even 
today.) The article is in Spanish but it is worth reading. Maybe you could get it 
translated by somebody reliable. http://www.naturalezaindomita.com/textos/de-cmo-la- 
tierra-dej-de-ser-lo-primero. 


ELF was a leftist group since its origins. “Liberation (Front)? is a typical 
leftist ’trademark” (women liberation, gay liberation, animal liberation, national 
liberation, etc..) ELF was an “ecologically-oriented” version of Animal Liberation 
Front. And as innocuous for the system as the latter. What is needed to destroy, or even 


merely to cause an actually serious damage to the technoindustrial system is not ecotage 
or ecoterrorism (that is destruction or violence on a relatively small scale,) but 
something much more massive and dreadful. 


P.: And survivalists? 


U.R.: I don’t know, maybe some of them could be recruited. In many aspects, many of 
them are similar to conservationists: many of them highly value wild Nature, many 
usually have the intuitive feeling about the evilness of civilization and modern 
technology (though most of them don’t develop it theoretically too,) and many are non- 
leftist or even anti-leftist. And many “survivalists” (from some bushcrafters to some 
primitive technologies fans, to some preppers,) like many conservationists, highly value 
freedom, autonomy, self-reliance, independence, etc. which are values that, if they are 
correctly understood, are actually incompatible with modern technological 
development. But, like the conservationists, they also have some traits that tend to make 
most of them unlikely or even undesirable recruits: they are primarily or only interested 
in pursuing their survival (and the like) activities and goals, which are greatly 
individual, personal and non-political (I use here “political” merely with the sense of 
oriented to make changes in a society): practicing bushcraft techniques, expending time 
in Nature, experiencing adventures, preparing for the “doomsday” (but not preparing the 
“doomsday” and making it happen,) preparing for emergencies, etc. And most of them 
wouldn’t actually want to get rid of the technoindustrial society. Moreover, as long as I 
know, many of them are specially people of action but not so much of thought. They 
don’t like to reflect or research very much about the complex issues that are necessary 
to think about if one is interested in destroying technoindustrial system. They prefer to 
do material things, but for the goal of destroying technoindustrial society, this is not 
enough; it is not even advisable without the necessary deep research and reflection 
about some complex matters. 


P.: I agree with that survivalists have a great potential as recruits but I disagree for other 
reason. I think that survivalists are mostly defensive, like those anarcho-primitivists 
who defend just the “rewilding” of humans but don’t “do” anything against technology. 
I don’t see much interest in attacking technoindustrial system among survivalists and I 
believe they prefer to wait for its breakdown, whether natural or caused by a disaster. 


And traditionalists and alt-right? 


U.R.: Who are they? What does “traditionalism” means to you? Anyway, I suspect that 
most of the people who use this term to call themselves are quite humanist, that is, they 
are primarily concerned about human beings, human works and achievements, human 
culture and human society (and not only about human nature: the part of the human 
mind and behaviour that is determined by genetics and biology.) I am not. I’m only 
concerned about the autonomy of wild Nature. I regard human nature being part of wild 
Nature, but the rest of human issues are not so important for me and even some of them 
are despicable for me. And I think that a movement that really wants to destroy 
technoindustrial system shouldn’t be humanist, it shouldn’t have human culture and 
society as its main value (humanism could, at some point, even jeopardize the attaining 
of the goal of destroying technoindustrial society.) 


On the other hand, a serious and efficient movement against technoindustrial society 
should maintain itself away from both, leftism and rightism. Today, even many of the 
values of the most moderate right are fundamentally the same of leftist values: equality, 
solidarity, cooperation, community, etc. Of course, the right is something quite diverse; 
between the centre-right and the extreme right, there are many intermediate rights and 


not all have exactly the same ideas, values and goals. But generally, the right is not 
against modern technology, and its goals are basically the same than those of the left: 
progress, development, the maintenance and growth of civilization. 


P.: You say the movement should be away from the right too? But what do you mean 
with the right? Even if reactionaries and traditionalists are considered part of the right, 
we mostly consider it that we came before. We are pre-right, as the right and the left are 
based on the Enlightment and modernity. Children of the Enlightment as some would 
say. 


Anyway the right can become anti-technology if Kaczynski his ideas are promoted, in 
my attempts to promote his ideas among us I have gained a lot of positive feedback and 
interest. 


U.R.: So if I don’t get it wrong, you regard yourself a traditionalists/reactionary and a 
member of the right. Well, as I have said above, I am not sure what exactly do you 
mean with the label “traditionalist/reactionary,” so I can’t say if I agree with it or not, or 
in what extent I do; though it doesn’t sound very well to me. I actually think that I agree 
much more with some conservative and rightist ideas and values than with leftist ones 
(which I despise virtually completely,) but, first, I also hate many of the ideas, values 
and goals typically associated to the right, and second, not to be A is not the same than 
to be B, because there are much more possible “letters.” To identificate with the right 
because one hates the left is not very intelligent. People, naturally, tend to need groups 
to identificate with and labels to call themselves, and this psychological need tends to be 
much stronger than reason and good sense. So they tend to embrace the pre-cooked and 
limited groups and labels that society offers to them. 


Anyway, I have already told you what I think that should be the relationship of a 
movement against technoindustrial society with the right: none at all. ”Most likely the 
chief danger would come from people of leftist type [...] A movement could probably 
drive such people away by maintaining a continuous verbal and ideological attack on 
leftist beliefs, goals, and ideas. If that proved insufficient to repel leftists, or if other 
types of undesirables (e.g., rightists) were attracted to the movement, other means of 
keeping the movement ‘pure’ would have to be found.” Ted Kaczynski, Anti-Tech 
Revolution: Why and How, Fitch & Madison, 2016. Page 125 (emphasis added.) Take it 
into account. 


P.: And anarchists? 


U.R.: Surely not. In my youth I was involved for some years in anarchist and similar 
milieus and I know quite well what I am speaking about: anarchists are virtually always 
leftists (and when they aren’t, they tend to be irrational kooks.) 


P.: You mention that some anarchists proclaim to be not leftist? Are these the "post-left" 
people, the anarchists who criticize other anarchists constantly and like nihilism? 


U.R.: I haven’t said that some anarchists proclaim not to be leftists. In 
fact, most anarchists I have known (and they are many) believe and say that they aren't 
leftists. But they are anyway (to say not to be leftist is not a vaccine against leftism; 
many leftists believe and say they aren't leftists.) I have said that, indeed, 
some anarchists are not leftists (or could be not leftists; or at least seem not to be 
leftists) because these anarchists actually don't seem to share leftist values and ideas. 
But they are quite few compared to the rest of anarchists. 


“Post-left” anarchists are leftists too. As long as I know, they regard as ”leftism” only 
some old, classical types of leftism (like anarcho-syndicalism, Marxism-Leninism, and 
the like,) but not the (post-modern, newest ones. With non-leftist 
anarchists, I rather referred to some individualist anarchists, insurrectionists, etc. that 
don't (or seem not to) share the basic values of leftism (basically: equality, solidarity 
and victimism.) But in such cases they almost always embrace irrationalism and lack of 
(emotional) self-control. Hence I have called them kooks. 


In short, I wouldn’t put my hope on finding good recruits among genuine traditionalists, 
anarchists, alt-rights or any other social and other “political” oriented groups, but there 
could be some disoriented individuals among them, like I was in regard to anarchism, 
that actually don’t feel identified with the ideas, values and goals of those groups and 
don’t feel actually comfortable with those milieus, but merely are looking for a 
movement with which to identify and in which to satisfy their need to find other people 
like them and to express their dissatisfaction and rebellious urges about modern society. 
But many people of this kind end up psychologically trapped into those milieus through 
socio-affective relations (they end up having there most of their friends and mates, and 
eventually they forget their original and genuine tendencies and values and embrace 
milieus’ in practice.) The rest of people of this kind, eventually end up going out of 
those milieus but not necessarily would be good potential recruitments either. Many of 
them end up so disappointed that they avoid further involvement in any other “political” 
movement. And, anyway, many of them haven’t the necessary quality (intelligence and 
education), commitment and availability to be worth recruiting. Maybe only very few of 
these misfit people could be worth recruiting by a movement against technoindustrial 
system. But, of course, a movement against technoindustrial system should not address 
its efforts to recruit those misfit individuals in those environments. If they are strong 
enough to avoid getting trapped by those milieus, and are really interested in fighting 
technoindustrial society, they will go out of them eventually and find the movement by 
themselves. The movement only should try to spread its ideology publicly, but should 
maintain itself away from those environments. 


P.: You say some leave the milieus/groups and only end up more disappointed? Is this 
in because that the group doesn’t “do” stuff or “commit” to the cause but just treat it as 
a hobby? As something easy and safe? While for example the eco-extremists do actual 
stuff but in idiot way and without political commitment to something but just general 
criminal behaviour coated with bad understanding of ideas. 


U.R.: I haven’t mentioned or referred to “taking the cause as a hobby.” But yes, there 
are also too many people that take the cause as a hobby. 


I referred only to some individuals disappointed with leftist milieus. What I have said is 
that some individuals who approximate to leftist milieus end up, after a while, 
disappointed with these milieus because those individuals are not naturally leftist but 
people dissatisfied with technoindustrial society looking for a group in which to express 
this dissatisfaction, and leftist groups can't provide a good way to express it correctly 
(i.e., accordingly with the deep emotions, intuitions and values of those rebel, but 
actually non-leftist, individuals.) Then, they abandon leftist milieus (if they have not 
been psychologically trapped by them,) but most of them, by this moment, are so fed up 
with “politics” (in the general sense of the term, i.e., the efforts to change society) that 
they will never try again to joint any other “political” group. Only a few ones don't give 
up and carry on trying. Some of these latter could be good recruits. 


P: You say you have tried to organize with other people in the past, but are disappointed 
with the results? I guess you tried to address anarchists, given that you have said you 
came from the anarchists. What exactly were the reactions? The usual accusations that 
state that Kaczynski is a killer or an anti-woman? 


Or maybe you tried with other groups (like the conservationists)? What were the results 
if you don’t mind me asking? I have great interest in spreading Kaczynski’s ideas but I 
would like to know whom they generally do not appeal to. (We already know leftists 
hate Kaczynski and that is good!) 


U.R.: Don't speculate about me and read carefully what I write, please. My 
disappointment is not mostly because of anarchists or conservationists. I cut my 
relationship with anarchism about at least twenty years ago. The most part of my 
disappointment is much more recent and has to do with people who are not anarchists or 
leftists, but, ironically, sympathizers of ideas much more close to Kaczynski's. 


P.: I’m concerned about the actual spread of Kaczynski’s ideas as it seems most 
material falls on closed ears or on the ears to those with no interest in committing 
against techno-industrial society. 

This problem came up my mind when I noticed that eco-extremism is spreading among 
new appearing cells (so it is growing) and that anarcho-primitivism is still popular in the 
green political environment. While with Kaczynski's theory and ideas I have only 
observed an interest from conspiracy theorists, right wingers only interested in the 
critique of the left, people interested in killers, and a few professors and higher class 
people who agree with Kaczynski but don't commit much. The eco-extremists and 
primitivists are relative successful in gaining people even if they remain fringe. 


U.R.: Well, I agree with you that most people that shows an interest in Kaczynski’s 
ideas seems to not to be the most desirable people for recruiting for a movement against 
technoindustrial society. Most of them, actually don’t understand his ideas completely, 
and seem to understand and take into account only some particular aspects of them (if 
they understand anything at all.) And, as you say, many are interested in them for other 
motives different from the commitment to eliminate the technoindustrial system. The 
circumstances that surround him and his ideas (terrorism, imprisonment, the publicity 
given to some aspects of his personal and family life, etc.) attract to his ideas too many 
undesirable people with the wrong motivations. And to some extent, it is even 
Kaczynski’s own fault: not only because the strategy he chose (terrorism) to spread his 
ideas has these bad “political” effects (appeals to kooks, people obsessed with violence 
and/or killing and radical leftists -many anarchists included-,)'' but because, for 
example, during many years after his imprisonment, he expressed implicitly or openly 
some affinity or even sympathy for anarchism (he called himself anarchist, he wrote in 
anarchist publications, he addressed his writings to anarchists, etc.,) he has not been 
always careful enough in choosing those who work or associate with (and those who 
associate with other people through him either,) etc. But also I have come to think that 
simply there aren’t many people out there who are actually able to understand correctly 
enough his ideas, and even less people willing to commit with them. Most people are 





'' This is not a critique of the strategy embraced by Kaczynski to make his ideas publicly known. Here 
U.R. only tries to point out some of the “political” counterparts that this strategy implies unavoidably. 
Most likely, Kaczynski hadn’t any other better chance than using this strategy (any peaceful and legal 
way of making his ideas known probably wouldn’t achieved even a minimal fraction of the spread that 
they achieved using violence) and, thus, it wasn’t an error to use it. Though both, he and the cause he 
defends, have had to pay a high prize for it. Note added by U.R. for this post. 


fool and/or uncommitted. Of course there are exceptions, but they are very few. And 
always will. 


And in regard to eco-extremism and anarcho-primitivism, I don’t know actually if they 
are growing or not, but I don’t mind much about it. Moreover, I think that it could even 
be good for a serious movement against the technoindustrial system that those two 
stupid movements attract and recruit many of the undesirables (hippies, leftists, people 
obsessed with violence and destruction, people with lack of self-control, ignorants, etc.) 
that otherwise would try to approximate to and get into the serious movement. Those 
movements are for irreflexive, rash, indisciplinate, irrational and fool people and they 
get what they deserve: crap. What are the people attracted by those movements good 
for? What would be the benefit of having them as members or supporters for a serious 
movement? How would they help to the attaining of the goal of a serious movement? 
This kind of people, he farther the better. 


P.: You bring up valid point about the eco-extremists and the primitivists that they are a 
filter, filtering away the undesirable from the people interested in the destruction of 
techno-industrial society. But the issue here is that the correct people that could be 
proper members of a serious and efficient movement do not know where to look beyond 
these two groups. When they join the eco-extremists or primitivists they will notice 
their shortcomings, idiocy and leftism and want to leave and find a better movement. 
But currently there is no revolutionary movement that can accept them as members so 
it’s a concern because most suitable people just leave in an unknown direction. How can 
the suitable people know that there are ideas out there suitable for them? Because such 
ideas remain greatly in secret behind the image of a killer that only attracts conspiracy 
theorists and fans of killers? 


U.R: Good question. Maybe spreading them publicly in a more correct way? I also 
think that, to a great extent, Kaczynski's bad public image and the problems associated 
to it are a big burden for the correct and optimal spreading of his ideas. But it also has 
good things: it makes his ideas more difficult to be co-opted by the reformists in favour 
of the system (they feel so much repugnance for him that they stay away from his ideas 
to a great extent; and this is good because they rot everything they touch.) 


P.: I would really like to know what mistakes and what types of people to avoid. Ted 
Kaczynski’s writings already give a few outlines but I would like to know from 
someone with experience in trying to create projects or organize around those ideas. 


U.R.: Errors to avoid? It is difficult to say, I am not an expert to teach anything on this 
subject to anybody. Maybe an important error to avoid, and one that Kaczynski seems 
not to take enough into account, would be to emphasize excessively the urge to organize 
and work with other people, to try to encourage people to try to create a movement as 
soon as possible, even when conditions aren’t the proper ones and there is not enough 
people of enough quality to join up with. Sometimes it is better to be and work alone 
than to try to join up with the wrong people (and here I am not talking only about 
leftists, hippies and kooks, about whom Kaczynski has talked yet quite a lot, but about 
people that at first seem to be intelligent and committed and seem to understand the 
ideas and goals against the technoindustrial system, but end up proving not to be so 
intelligent and committed and/or not to understand so much.) This urge to organize 
could (and indeed tends to) make one to overlook the differences or the signs of 
discrepancies and incompatibilities (even the biggest and most important ones) and to 
overestimate the seeming commonalities with others, when actually he simply shouldn’t 
join up with them. Kaczynski seems to be putting excessive emphasis on the urge of 


organizing and creating a movement without taking enough this into account, except for 
his typical warnings about leftists and kooks. If you encourage people publicly to 
organize and to create a movement (as he does in his last book, for example,) without 
taking virtually any more precautions than saying them not to join up with leftists (or 
rightists,) some people who actually do not belong to the proper type, that is, people 
without enough quality, could try to organize and the result could be worse than not to 
organize at all (they could do things so wrong that this could be very bad for the cause.) 
They even could destroy or hinder further chances for other people to organize properly 
in the future. 


P.: I hope that you don’t feel hopeless from the disappointment you have experienced 
with the feedback about the ideas of Kaczynski. It usually takes a while for ideas to 
materialize into a movement, just like between the death of Karl Marx and the 
movement of Lenin. Maybe in the future there will be a big movement and all work will 
be rewarded. 


U.R.: I'm disappointed, but I am not hopeless and have not given up, and never will. 
Simply I am now even more skeptic about the possibility of actually creating a serious, 
non-leftist efficient movement against technoindustrial society, because of the 
proven scarcity of good quality people and the inherent difficulty of organizing them 
properly. And also now I am even more cautious (though I always have tried to be) 
about contacting and working with other people. 


